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This would provide a brighter future.
This would provide a renaissance in
this Nation. This would provide a
bright future whereby we could then
put more money into math and science
and physics and chemistry, more
money into autism research and more
money into cancer research and more
money into research for Alzheimer’s,
and really electrify America whereby
we are creating jobs for the sake of the
country.

For the sake of our children and
grandchildren, this Congress and this
administration should do this. And let
me just say, this is a bipartisan criti-
cism, the Bush administration, Sec-
retary Paulson did not do a very good
job on this and missed that oppor-
tunity. Now this administration has an
opportunity. So hopefully this Con-
gress and this administration, and if
this administration doesn’t do it, this
Congress will do it, will vote to set up
a bipartisan panel to deal with Amer-
ica’s financial future to give hope to
our children and our grandchildren and
create a renaissance in America so we
can honestly say America’s best days
are yet ahead.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

SOLVING THE ECONOMIC
PROBLEMS IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, this
has been a busy week. We have taken
up a lot of suspensions, congratulating
USC, congratulating all Kkinds of
things. I think we recognized a ‘‘day of
reading” a couple of days after the day
had passed. We have had a lot of great
votes like that. But the most dis-
concerting thing are the votes of im-
portance that we have been moving to-
ward and taken up and how we see the
economy continuing to falter.

I was one of those who was strongly
against the Paulson bailout back in
September. I thought it was a huge
mistake. And who have ever thought a
new administration would come in and
then he would just exacerbate even
that bad bailout bill?

But there is an article in the Wall
Street Journal this week, this was
dated March the 3rd, and I will quote
from that. It is an editorial from the
Wall Street Journal.

It says, ‘“As 2009 opened, 3 weeks be-
fore Barack Obama took office, the
Dow Jones Industrial Average closed at
9,034 on January 2nd, its highest level
since the autumn panic. Yesterday the
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Dow fell another 4.24 percent to 6,763,
for an overall decline of 25 percent in 2
months and to its lowest level since
1997. The dismaying message here is
that President Obama’s policies have
become part of the economy’s problem.
Americans have welcomed the Obama
era in the same spirit of hope the
President campaigned on. But after 5
weeks in office, it has become clear
that Mr. Obama’s policies are slowing,
if not stopping, what would otherwise
be the normal process of economic re-
covery. From punishing business, to
squandering scarce national public re-
sources, team Obama is creating more
uncertainty and less confidence, and
thus a longer period of recession of sub-
par growth. The Democrats who now
run Washington don’t want to hear this
because they benefit from blaming all
bad economic news on President
Bush.”

I know my friends on the Republican
side here in the House, with maybe a
few exceptions, most everybody loves
this country. Well, everybody loves the
country so much, but most everybody
was really hoping President Obama
would succeed in calming the economy,
because we saw the job losses that were
occurring. We wanted them to stop. I
personally believe if he would use his
gift of spreading hope and confidence,
this economy would start rebounding.

I have been talking to business peo-
ple who have been sitting on the side-
lines, banks that have been sitting on
the sidelines waiting to make sure peo-
ple were going to start buying homes,
were going to start buying again before
they invested to take advantage of it;
people saying that, well, they had to
hire two or three people, but, good
grief, if the President is going to be
popping them with more taxes, they
are going to have to pay more taxes
and can’t do any more hiring. So all of
that kind of talk has really put a freeze
further on the economy.

We also were promised over and over
and over again by this President that
there would be no earmarks and if a
bill with earmarks came to him he
would veto it. Well, we have already
seen that didn’t happen. But with this
disastrous omnibus bill that is coming
that will take around $1.2 trillion we
have already allocated so far under his
watch, add that to over $1.6 trillion,
when you keep in that mind that most
of that is above budget and for the en-
tire year of 2008 there will be income
taxes paid in of about $1.21 trillion, we
are already exceeding the entire
amount of income tax that will be paid
in for 2008. For what? For 9,000 ear-
marks? It is absurd.

I have been joined here by friends
who I would like to yield some time to.
At this time I would yield to my good
friend, Mr. MIKE CONAWAY from Lub-
bock—not Lubbock—Midland, Texas,
who played for Odessa Permian. He
knows something about being tough.
When the going gets tough, the tough
get going.

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank my friend
from Sweetwater, Texas—I am sorry,
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Tyler, Texas. I can actually pronounce
your last name, Mr. GOHMERT. Thank
you. I appreciate being with you today
and look forward to our conversation
with each other and the other Members
of the House who are filling almost
every seat in the Chamber this after-
noon.

We want to talk about fiscal respon-
sibility. That has been a buzzword that
has rolled off the lips of just about ev-
erybody in the administration who has
come over the last couple weeks after
the President announced his budget.

The President stood here during his
address to the Nation and called us to
do some tough things, to do some hard
things that we were going have to have
to do in the coming future. I had hoped
one of the things he would have said
was that we have some hard things to
do, some really tough spending deci-
sions to make. We can’t afford every-
thing that we have been spending
money on. We can’t afford all of this
Federal spending. We have hard deci-
sions to make. We have to set prior-
ities.

I hoped what he would have said to us
that night was ‘“‘and we are going to
start tonight,”” and he would have
turned around and looked at the
Speaker and said, ‘Madam Speaker,
send me a continuing resolution or om-
nibus bill that spends no more money
in fiscal 2009 than we spent in fiscal
2008.” In other words, let’s start that
down payment on hard decisions.

Much of that increased spending, the
$32 billion of increased spending in the
2009 omnibus bill that has now subse-
quently passed this House is for new
programs. It duplicates spending that
was done in the stimulus bill. So there
is really precious little reason to argue
that we needed to spend more money in
the regular appropriations process for
fiscal 2009 than was already being spent
in 2008 and the stimulus package itself.
But he didn’t say that. He convened a
“fiscal responsibility summit” on a
Tuesday, and then released his budget
for the fiscal 2010 spending on that fol-
lowing Thursday.

We have had some hearings here in
the Budget Committee and others
about that budget. Many of his ap-
pointed hired guns have come over to
us and looked us in the eye, looked
these cameras in the eye in the com-
mittee rooms, and said this is a fiscally
responsible budget. I have to argue
with that, because that is a little bit
different definition of ‘‘fiscally respon-
sible” than any I have ever heard.
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The budget itself calls for a—and he’s
bragged about cutting the deficit in
half by the fifth year, cutting it down
to $5633 billion. And that’s a good goal.
I mean, we should all be about cutting
deficits. We should never make light of
how difficult that is to do.

But then, if you look at the next 5
years of his budget, his deficits go
right back up. I think the last budget
on the 10-year window is about a $700
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billion deficit. So, how can you, with a
straight face, say that that deficit
that’s got the cumulative deficits over
a 10-year period that more than dou-
bles the existing debt that we owe to
outsiders, how can you remotely call
this a fiscally responsible budget?

You then look at the stimulus spend-
ing that was anything but responsible.
It was put together in the Speaker’s
Office with precious little input from
those of us on our side of the aisle,
which, I’'m sure there are evidences in
past history where Republicans have
run roughshod over the Democrats. But
clearly, two wrongs don’t make a right.
And we had no input into the stimulus
spending package.

This is going to be kind of the gift
that keeps on giving to embarrass
those who voted for that stimulus
package. I believe, over the next two
years, we will see spending after spend-
ing after spending on things like
Frisbee golf courses and other kinds of
things that this money will get spent
on that will embarrass anybody who
voted for that stimulus package. So
we’ll see these coming out over the
next couple of years.

The omnibus bill that we just passed,
we gave our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle an opportunity to say,
all right, let’s just spend, do what I had
hoped the President would tell us to do
in his address to the Nation the other
night, and that is, hold this spending
flat. Let’s start the process.

It is going to be hard. When you cut
Federal spending, somebody some-
where doesn’t get paid. There is a job
lost somewhere. There’s a benefit that
doesn’t happen.

But this, where we find ourselves
today is that every dollar of the stim-
ulus package was borrowed. The deficit
this year, which was exacerbated by
that $31 billion increase, that $31 bil-
lion has to be borrowed.

Now, this money, under a normal
borrowing scheme, you go to a lender,
could be a bank, could be someone else,
and you set up the loan, how you’re
going to get the loan, what you are
going to use the proceeds for. But the
lender is particularly keen on how he
or she is going to get paid back.

Quite frankly, Madam Speaker, this
debt that we’re borrowing, the $700-
plus billion on the stimulus package,
the extra $31 billion on the omnibus
bill, that debt will never get paid back,
ever, because the only way you can pay
back debt is to run a surplus. And this
government does anything but run sur-
pluses well.

I had an interesting conversation. I
was in Fredericksburg, Texas back in
October, and I was doing town hall
meetings around the district, talking
to constituents and hearing folks shar-
ing their opinions, what was going on.
I had gone to a particular school and
was doing the town hall meeting for
just the school itself. And I was taking
questions from the folks in the school.
And I had this little, young fifth-grader
raise his hand, and so I got around to
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calling him. And he looked at me and
said, Mr. Congressman, what’s the plan
to pay off the national debt? And I
just, I kind of rocked back on my heels.
I said, I beg your pardon, which is a
technique you use when you’re taking
questions like that to gain time to
think. And I said, I beg your pardon?
He said yes, sir. What’s the plan to pay
off the national debt? And I said, young
man, that is the single best question
I've ever been asked at a town hall
meeting.

And the bad news is there are no
plans to pay off the national debt. We
would be tremendously excited around
here if we could just run a balanced
budget and we could quit making the
process worse than it already is. And
there are no plans, certainly over the
next 10 years in this President’s budg-
et, to even break even, to quit making
the problem worse.

And so the insidious thing about this
debt is that we’re not going to pay it
off. It’s not likely that future genera-
tions are going to pay it off. But there
is an interest carry on that debt. That
debt, right now we’re benefiting from
low interest rates because the rest of
the world has fled into the safety of
what they believe is the safe securities,
the U.S. debt securities, so our interest
rates are low. But as we begin to roll
out this debt, borrow additional tril-
lions, doubling of the national debt, in-
terest rates will go up. So whatever the
interest carry is, whatever the annual
interest rate is on that debt is a perma-
nent call, a permanent obligation that
we are handing off to future genera-
tions. That interest alone will reach $1
billion a year very quickly as we bor-
row additional money here very, very
soon. So those are resources that have
yvet to be earned. That’s taxes that
have yet to be collected. And so those
future generations will, in effect, in-
herit a hole in their budget of whatever
that interest rate, whatever that inter-
est carry is on what we have borrowed.

We have taken the process of fixing
our problems with other people’s
money to a staggering art form, and
weaning ourselves from that concept is
going to be hard to do. We’ve never
done it. Our generation hasn’t done it.
The generation ahead of us didn’t do it.
But future generations will have to be-
cause, while it appears that this Fed-
eral Government has a limitless ability
to borrow money, that’s not true.
There is a finite amount of money that
this Federal Government can borrow. I
don’t know that we’re there yet, but
every dollar we borrow and the tril-
lions we’re adding on, we’re getting
closer to that point at which the rest
of the world says, you know, I'm not
sure America can make good on its
debts. And once that happens, we’re in
for remarkably different cir-
cumstances.

So I want to thank my good col-
league from Tyler, Texas for allowing
me to help out this afternoon and be a
part of this conversation, and look for-
ward to the comments from he and our
other colleagues.
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Mr. GOHMERT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Midland, Texas.

And I would like to add to the com-
ments that you made with regard to
the indebtedness that we are laying
upon this Nation for future genera-
tions. It really seems analogous; what
we’re doing here, what we’ve been
doing since, you know, the year start-
ed, we are borrowing all this money.

We had our Secretary of State go to
China and beg them to keep buying our
notes, buying our bonds, whatever you
want to call them. I mean, basically,
keep loaning us money is what we’re
begging the Chinese to do.

And it would be like one of us going
into a bank, saying, I want to borrow a
bunch of money because I cannot con-
trol my spending. I just can’t quit
spending, so I need to borrow a bunch
of money. But, see my little child over
here? That child, and one day his chil-
dren will, I’'m promising my child and
my grandchildren will one day pay that
back. Just loan me the money because
I can’t quit spending. So, I mean, that
would be insane. Those children would
be taken away from a parent who
would do that to them. They would.
And yet, that is what’s going on here.

Now, I heard our friend, the chair-
man of appropriations, earlier sarcasti-
cally belittling Republicans, that he
didn’t need to be lectured by Repub-
licans who did such a great job of run-
ning the budget, running appropria-
tions before they were in the majority.
But if you will go back to my first 2
years, actually, all three of our first
years in Congress, 2005 and 2006, we
kept hearing two things over and over.
One was that we needed to quit running
up the deficit. And they were right.
And some of us were saying it back
then. We were agreeing that we
shouldn’t be running up the deficit.
But that was not what was happening.

But the other thing was, we were
being terribly beaten up over the fact,
they said we weren’t spending enough
money on anything but the military.
So it was a little difficult to be lec-
tured and beat up over running up the
deficit. And yet, virtually every bill, it
seemed like they wanted to spend even
more money. And that’s the problem
they had with most bills, whether it
had to do—well, I mean, just take your
pick. They wanted to spend more
money on virtually everything but the
military.

So it’s been a little disconcerting to
see them get elected, get the majority,
which people got fed up with Repub-
licans spending too much, so they get
the majority because they said we
won’t run up the deficit. And ever since
they’ve been in control, January of
2007, it has been running up.

Granted, they had a Republican
President. But it is, constitutionally,
the obligation of the Congress to ap-
propriate the money, and they were ap-
propriating it in record amounts.

And now, it’s like there’s just noth-
ing but giddiness around this town.
They’ve got to keep a straight face in
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front of the camera, but just the spend-
ing, wow. We’ve got a crisis. We can
throw all this money. We’ve had all
these 12 years of pent-up frustration,
programs we couldn’t get through, and
now we’re seeing those come to fru-
ition, and it is devastating the econ-
omy. And it’s time to stop.

At this time I'd like to yield to my
friend, also a former judge, Mr. Ted
Poe from Texas.

Mr. POE of Texas. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. Appreciate his
comments and Mr. CONAWAY’s com-
ments, especially with his background
as a CPA, he understand numbers
maybe a whole lot better than some of
the others of us here.

In less than 2 months, the stock mar-
ket has dropped over 2,000 points. It’s
below 7,000. Many folks throughout the
country who have invested in the stock
market have lost somewhere between
25 percent and 50 percent of their in-
vestment. My parents are examples of
that. They’re both 83, and they had
hoped that at the end of their existence
on this earth that they would be able
to live off of their investments. And
they, like many other folks, not just
senior citizens, are finding that dif-
ficulty.

It’s somewhat disturbing that the
voice we hear from those in the admin-
istration, different people who work in
the administration, take the position
that it’s almost irrelevant what the in-
vestor class thinks about what’s going
on. Well, it’s not irrelevant. It’s the in-
vestors who put their money into busi-
nesses to give those businesses capital
so that those businesses can be a going
concern. If investors don’t invest in
business, then that business may not
have the capital. And so it is relevant
what investors think.

And the investor class is not just the
rich and famous. It’s just the average
Americans; some of whom have just a
few shares of stock in different busi-
nesses in this country. So it’s very rel-
evant. And to dismiss their input as ir-
relevant, I think, is very disturbing be-
cause the stock market has plum-
meted, really, at a record amount in
just 4%, 6 weeks.

It’s interesting times we live in, Mr.
GOHMERT, that we are seeing right be-
fore our eyes the entire change in phi-
losophy about America. America was
founded upon the principles of indi-
vidual liberty, capitalism. You know,
that’s a bad word, nowadays. It was not
founded on the principle of government
control of our lives, the government
solving every problem that exists for
everyone of us or every business.

But yet, we have moved, in just a few
short weeks, to government. Govern-
ment is the solution, so sayeth some.
And the way that the government has
gotten involved with first, controlling
the banking industry, the financial
markets, the automobile industry, and
of course, none of those entities are
any better off today than they were be-
fore the government got involved. So
the answer for government is, more
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control of those entities, more money
to those entities, those failing entities.

And now we hear about the fact that
we want the government to provide
universal health care for everybody.
That sounds good. People should have
health care, have a way to take care of
themselves when they are medically
disabled or when they need to go to the
doctor. But the answer for universal
health care is to have the government
run this program. We don’t use the
word socialism anymore because that’s
a bad word. We just call it government
control.

And I have seen, as many peobple
have, as you have in other countries,
how  government-controlled health
care, first of all, does not provide bet-
ter health care for the citizens. History
proves that. You can look at Canada;
you can look at France.

I was in the former Soviet Union
when it was the Soviet Union, and I
went to a doctor’s office to see how
people got their universal health care
in the Soviet Union. Well, first of all,
there’s a line down the street waiting
to see the doctor. And the line starts
early in the morning, but at 4:00 in the
afternoon, the doctor goes home. Peo-
ple in the line, they’ve got to come
back the next day and get in line
again. That is what universal health
care meant in the Soviet Union. It’s
never worked. It hasn’t worked any-
where. History shows that.
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If we like universal health care, or
socialized medicine—as I call it—like
they have in France, it will have the
efficiency of the post office and the
confidence of FEMA and the compas-
sion of the IRS and of other govern-
ment-run programs. So, when we think
about government programs, most of
those really aren’t as successful as the
government claims them to be.

I don’t see how, when we’re out of
money, we can spend money we don’t
have and then prosper. That has not
worked, Mr. GOHMERT. The more we
spend, the worse off it seems the coun-
try is—the government control of our
lives, its the citizens, the government
control of our money and the govern-
ment control of our businesses.

What has taken place is that the gov-
ernment makes decisions that this pro-
gram or this special interest group will
receive government funding for what-
ever reason. Then what the govern-
ment does is it takes money from other
people, from American citizens, be-
cause we’re not smart enough to decide
how to spend our own money, so the
government decides and then gives it
to these different special interest
groups throughout the country with
the idea that, well, it will help the
economy, that it will help get us out of
this recession. Well, that theory, so
far, has not worked since the first bail-
out.

The Congressional Budget Office,
which is a group of people who are cer-
tainly not partisan, but they do num-
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bers—all they do are numbers kind of
like Mr. CONAWAY did numbers in his
CPA business before he came to Con-
gress. They say all of this spending is
not going to help the economy. We
haven’t heard much about that because
they’re not giving a favorable report
about the stimulus package, but that’s
what they say. We don’t have the
money. We're going to have to borrow
it from people who, you know, pref-
erably we shouldn’t be borrowing it
from.

I was as embarrassed as you were,
Judge, when our Secretary of State
seemingly begged the Chinese to loan
us more money. I don’t think that’s a
position that the United States should
ever be in, especially borrowing money
from China of all places.

We hear that we’re going to tax folks
who make over $250,000. The rich, you
know, don’t need all that money. They
need to share it with everybody else,
you know, sort of like redistributing
wealth in this country. Well, of course,
the people making over $250,000 pay
most of the taxes, and 40 something
percent of Americans don’t pay any in-
come tax, but the practical matter is
we’re not so sure those people are
going to keep working.

I have people in my district who are
small business owners, who run a little
shop of some kind, who employ seven
or eight people, but they have a sole
proprietorship of that business; there-
fore, they file an income tax. If they
make more than $250,000, they’re going
to be hit by this. Small businesses are
the core of this country in making new
jobs, especially historically, and there
are only a couple of ways they can pay
those taxes.

Since they’re going to be in a higher
tax bracket, they’re going to have to
have somebody laid off when they’re in
the higher tax bracket or they’re going
to have to take in less money. Either
way, it doesn’t help the business or it
doesn’t help the economy. They can do
something else. I've gotten a few
calls—we do have a few people who
make over $250,000 in Humboldt,
Texas—and they said they’re going to
cut back. They’re just going to get
themselves in the position where
they’re below $250,000. They don’t think
they should be working, when they’re
in that higher tax bracket, to pay for
programs for other people. When they
cut back, they cut back employees, but
it also cuts back revenue into the Fed-
eral Treasury. So I don’t know how
many people are going to take the
downsizing approach, because of the
tax structure, but I can understand
why people feel that way.

As far as taxes go, I feel like we
shouldn’t be raising taxes during a re-
cession. I don’t know that economic
theory that says that it works to raise
taxes during a recession. History
shows, if you raise taxes, you get less
productivity because people have to
turn more money over to the govern-
ment.

The stimulus bill, as my friend Mr.
CONAWAY has talked about, and some of
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these programs that are in the stim-
ulus bill are an effort to move the
economy forward and get us out of this
recession. Well, it has programs in
there, and there are too many to men-
tion. We would be here until next Mon-
day talking about all of the different
programs that have nothing to do with
stimulating the economy.

One of mine that comes to mind is
that we’re going to require Americans
to give $30 million to the government
so the government can give that $30
million to San Francisco to set up a
wetland to save the salt marsh mouse
in the San Francisco Bay. Now, I didn’t
know that San Francisco had a salt
marsh mouse, but they have it, and
they want to keep him, so we’re giving
them $30 million. Now, how is that
going to stimulate the economy? I'm
not so sure that the taxpayers would
really want to spend their money to
save a rat or—excuse me—a mouse in
San Francisco. We prefer not to keep
those where we’re from in Texas, but
anyway—and the stimulus bill is filled
with programs like that. In my opin-
ion, it’s very disturbing.

So maybe we should cut spending.
One thing that we haven’t talked about
is cutting the spending that we give to
foreign countries. You Kknow, every
year, we roll out the U.S. currency and
give it to countries all over the world,
many of whom, as you have pointed
out in previous speeches, Mr. GOHMERT,
have voted against us in the United Na-
tions. They hate us; they vilify us, but
they take our money. Sometimes, of
course, the money doesn’t even get to
the people; it’s given to the dictators.
So maybe we ought to start there.
Let’s go through the foreign countries
that we give money to and decide
whether or not we’re going to give
them any American money this year.
We need to cut back instead of spend
more money.

There’s another thing I'd like to
mention in closing. I represent south-
east Texas where there’s a lot of blue-
collar folks, a lot of rice farmers, and
it includes part of suburban Houston.
One of my friends there is a guy by the
name of Sammy Mahan. I, like you all,
talk to regular folks as much as I can
to find out what they think. He runs a
wrecker service in Baytown, Texas. He
has five drivers and five wreckers that
he uses. He and I were talking about
the stimulus package, and he asked
me:

He said, ‘“Well, how are we going to
pay for it?”’

“Well, Sammy, we really don’t have
the money. We’re probably going to
have to borrow the money from the
Chinese and maybe have a tax increase
down the road.”

Then he said, ‘“Well, how much is it
going to cost?”’

“$790 billion,” I said.

He said, ““No. No, Ted. How much is it
going to cost me?”’

‘“Well, the budget office has figured
out it’s about $10,000 per family in the
United States.”
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Then he said,
out.”

“Well, what do you mean, ‘opt you
out,” Sammy?”’

“Give me a form,” he said. ‘I want to
sign my name. I want to opt out of that
deal.”

“Sammy,” I said, ‘I can’t do that.”

“You’re my Congressman,” he said.
“You can do that. Take care of that.
Send me the form. You deduct $10,000
from the $790 billion. That’s my por-
tion. I don’t want to pay for it,”” and he
hung up on me.

So I think many Americans, if they
had a choice on these stimulus bills, on
this wasteful spending that doesn’t
help the economy, would want to opt
out. Maybe we should give them that
choice. We might bring that stimulus
spending down a little bit.

I appreciate the time. I think maybe
we ought to go back and look at some
basics that have worked and where his-
tory in this country has proven that,
when you tax something, you get less
of it, and you get less productivity. So
maybe we ought to cut taxes for all
Americans who pay income tax. Then
they can have more of their own, and
they can spend it the way they want to
rather than having us, as the govern-
ment, deciding how to spend it.

I appreciate that. I yield back the
rest of my time. Thank you.

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate those
great observations.

It used to be that people in this town,
long before we got here, knew the
phrase and knew it was true: the power
to tax is the power to destroy. It’s still
true. If you want more of an activity,
then you reward people for the activ-
ity. If you want less of an activity,
then you tax it. So what have we been
rewarding? What have we been taxing?

Well, going back to the mid-'60s, we
had people in this body who saw single
women who were struggling because
deadbeat dads weren’t helping. So what
did they do? They said, ‘‘Let’s help
them out.” Instead of giving them in-
centives to finish high school, to finish
their education, to reach their God-
given potential, what did we do? We
weren’t here, but the Congress here
passed a bill that said let’s give them a
check for every child they can have out
of wedlock. Well, I know they meant
well, but 40 years later, we’ve gotten
what we’ve paid for. We have gotten
more children born out of wedlock and
more children relying on the govern-
ment than ever in the history of any
country.

So I'll tell you: I was not one of those
who panned President Obama’s address,
which is normally the State of the
Union, but being a new President, it
was more just a speech to the joint ses-
sion. I loved some of the quotes he had.
You know, we needed to hear an en-
couraging speech. That’s what I men-
tioned to him as he came by, that the
country needs an encouraging speech. I
was hoping he would deliver and then
pump up the country, but then he
started into the same stuff—crisis, cri-

“Well, just opt me
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sis. There’s a quote that has been at-
tributed to the Chief of Staff of the
President’s that you don’t want to let
a good crisis go to waste. You know,
obviously, it appears that they want to
run through all of these social pro-
grams they could never pass without
blaming it on a crisis, but I loved his
comments.

When he said, ‘“we will rebuild; we
will recover, and the United States of
America will emerge stronger than be-
fore,”” I loved that. That’s great.

He says, ‘“The answers to our prob-
lems don’t lie beyond our reach,”
President Obama said. ‘‘They exist in
our laboratories, in our universities, in
our fields, in our factories, in the
imaginations of our entrepreneurs—’’
that’s not government workers. That’s
entrepreneurs—‘‘and in the pride of the
hardest working people on Earth.
Those qualities that have made Amer-
ica the greatest force of progress and
prosperity in human history we still
possess in ample measure.”’

He also said we’re not quitters. I
mean he had some great lines, but then
look at his solutions. For one thing,
when I heard this—and I don’t know if
other people picked up on it—he said,
“First, we’re creating a new lending
fund that represents the largest effort
ever to help provide auto loans, college
loans, small business loans to con-
sumers and entrepreneurs who keep the
economy running.”” I went, uh-oh, a
new lending fund? It sounds like a new
bank. The last time, government got
involved, and we ended up with a con-
gressional bank. As I understood, it
didn’t work out so well. That wasn’t a
very good idea to have Congress in
charge of a bank.

We’re supposed to set up a new lend-
ing fund to do all of this lending, but
then when you see the kinds of steps
that are being taken to absolutely de-
stroy the best, most stable lenders in
the country—the community banks—
then it makes you wonder: Are they
trying to destroy the community
banks that have had good business
practice? that have made good loans?
that have done everything that they
should to make a profit and to stay in
business and to help America grow by
making proper loans? Of course we got
involved in that.

Before we got here, Congress told
them, back when Chairman FRANK and
Senator DoDD pushed through a bill, to
force banks and to force lenders to lend
to people they wouldn’t have other-
wise. That concerned me.

Going back to the proposition, you
know, whatever activity you reward
you will get more of. Whatever you
tax, penalize, you’ll get less of. So we
had a marriage penalty for many years,
you know, going on two or three dec-
ades. Apparently, the government said,
ah, marriage, we don’t like it, so let’s
penalize it so we get less of it. So we’ve
gotten less of it.

In his speech, he mentions, ‘“When we
learn that a major bank has serious
problems, we will hold accountable
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those responsible.” I said great. That’s
my thought. Force the necessary ad-
justments. Okay. Sounds good.

Then he says, ‘‘Provide the support
to clean up their balance sheets.” 1
went, whoa, here we go. We’re going to
reward bad conduct again? Because if
you look at all of the money that has
been thrown at the economy, where has
it been thrown? It has been thrown to
people who helped create the problem.
That doesn’t help reduce the problems
we’re having. It just makes them
worse.

Then this statement made my heart
nearly stop: ‘“This plan will require sig-
nificant resources from the Federal
Government.”” Well, the fact is he had
it right when he said that it was the
entrepreneurs and the people in the
factories and in the fields who have
really made America great. You know,
that’s where the secret is. It’s in the
American people. It’s not in this gov-
ernment.

We had such a great model of how
this can all go wrong back when the
pilgrims came. You know, the pilgrims
came, and of course they started out on
both the Speedwell and the Mayflower.
Then the Speedwell started taking on
water, so they had to cut their group,
the most hardy. They got them on.
They had the prayer meeting before
they came. They asked God for guid-
ance and protection, and they came
across. They signed a beautiful com-
pact that basically, in essence, said it’s
all going to be community land, that
it’s all going to provide produce that
we’ll bring into the common store-
house and that we’ll split evenly
among everybody. Well, it’s socialism.
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And after they lost nearly half their
group the first winter, you go back and
read Bradford’s journal, they eventu-
ally realized, We’re all going to die
under this system of socialism.

So they came up with this novel idea:
Why don’t we divide the land up into
private property and everybody be re-
sponsible for their own private prop-
erty, everybody be responsible for what
they produce, and then they can actu-
ally have some profit and make some-
thing over and above. That is the
model, that was the lesson that came
in over 100 years later when we got our
Constitution—this idea of private prop-
erty—that the real true spirit in Amer-
ica that would cause this to blossom
and become the greatest country in the
world was the idea of private property,
of free markets.

The government’s job is to provide
for a common defense—that’s what got
us out of the depression of the ’30s—
providing for the common defense in
1941 and 1942, and then also make sure
people are playing fair. Keep the play-
ing field level, and if people are cheat-
ing, like we’ve had lately, go after
them so that the people playing fair
aren’t punished. We’re punishing the
wrong guys.

I'd like to yield some time again to
my friend, Mr. CONAWAY.
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Mr. CONAWAY. I thank my good
friend from Texas.

The President’s budget—just to kind
of put some hard numbers on this—
shows that the budgets come over from
the White House in 10-year incre-
ments—b5 years, 5 years; a total of 10.
And we’ve got some rules that require
us to do that.

Anybody who’s ever done a projec-
tion knows that you can project today
pretty well, and you can project tomor-
row better, but each day you go further
after where you are right now, those
projections become less and less reli-
able. And certainly out at the 10-year,
it’s much more of a mechanical, math-
ematical equation.

But the President’s budget, the first
5 years creates or spends ourselves into
a $3.8 trillion deficit. That’s with a
“T.” So one trillion—$3.8 trillion in
deficits, cumulative for the first 5
years. The second 5 years, you’d like to
be able to brag on it because it’s less,
it’s actually only $3.2 trillion addi-
tional borrowed from the Chinese, from
the Japanese, whoever at that point in
time will still lend to us.

And I'm worried about who we bor-
row money from, but I'm more worried
about the total amount of money,
which I think is more important. So
over that 10-year period, we’re going to
borrow $7 trillion from anyone who will
continue to loan us money.

So the second 5 years is not quite as
bad as the first 5 years, except that
year 10 of that projection shows a high-
er deficit than year 9. So the trend in
the last 5 years of the budget is in-
creasing deficits well beyond what
we’ve ever seen on a single-year basis
in this country.

To make matters worse, the budget
projections are based, in my view, on
flawed estimates: estimates of how
good the economy is going to be, how
much tax collections are going to be,
and those kinds of things. It clearly in-
cludes a tax on every single person. If
you include the cap-and-tax proposals
that the President called for in his
speech the other night—and is begin-
ning to tout—that tax, that cap-and-
tax system taxes anyone who pays for
electricity, anyone who buys gasoline,
anybody who pays for energy, those en-
ergy costs are going to go up unneces-
sarily under that cap-and-tax system.
So tax increases on everyone.

And the spending savings that they
brag about is based on, again, kind of a
very slight-of-hand technique, and that
is they say that the baseline of the
budget is going to include surge level
spending for the next 10 years. Well,
we’ve already unwound much of the
surge, so that spending is coming
down. So to say we’re going to spend at
the same levels in Iraq on the surge for
the next 10 years is a bit disingenuous
on its face.

And then to claim the spending sav-
ings from actually reducing that back
to a more normal number and then
brag about that being some sort of a
tough decision to be made, in my view
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is less than forthright, let me put it
that way.

I would yield back to my colleague
who is controlling the hour because I
think we’ve got a big number in front
of us.

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank the gen-
tleman. I thank my friend.

I would also like to recognize, again,
Judge POE, for whatever time he may
consume.

Mr. POE of Texas. I appreciate the
gentleman yielding.

You know, when we talk about
money up here in Washington, whether
it is a million, billion, trillion—you
know, what’s the statement? ‘‘Billion
here, billion there; eventually we’ll be
talking about some real money.”” And,
of course, it’s hard for me to conceive
what a billion is anyway. A million is
difficult.

But a trillion, you know—I had to
look up how much a trillion was. Un-
like my friend Mr. CONAWAY, who’s a
CPA, you know, my background’s a
lawyer. And so I don’t deal in numbers
too much—except when I was a judge, 1
had some numbers that I would deal
with.

But it’s hard to conceive how much
that is. These two charts right here
have the number $9.7 trillion. Now
that’s the biggest number I have ever
seen that supposedly meant something.
And I'm glad there’s not another digit
because I'd have to have a third poster
board to get it on there.

But $9.7 trillion. Now, what does this
mean? This is how much money we’re
going to spend and have spent this
year, plus the indebtedness that Mr.
CONAWAY talked about. That’s just this
year.

Now, I don’t know where we can
write a check for that. I don’t think
there is enough Americans, if we took
all of their money away from them,
that they could pay for that. And it’s
unfortunate to me that we’re bor-
rowing money that we don’t have and
spending on programs that really don’t
work to stimulate the economy.

Mr. GOHMERT, you mentioned about
putting our kids in debt. We’re putting
people in debt that have yet to be born
in this country—not just our grandkids
but our great grandkids; people that
have yet to be born. They’re going to
have to pay this off eventually.

I mean, the chickens come home to
roost, eventually, and this has got to
be paid, and we don’t have the money.
It’s very unfortunate that we continue
to spend money we don’t have and bor-
row from people that don’t like us and
then make the American public pay for
the rest of it.

But that’s the position that they find
themselves in, and they don’t have a
choice about that.

So I just wanted to let you see this
number, Mr. GOHMERT.

Mr. CONAWAY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. POE of Texas. I certainly will.

Mr. CONAWAY. To try to put $1 tril-
lion into perspective, which is difficult
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to do—as the judge mentioned, I'm a
CPA, I've been in banking a long time.
It’s a huge number. But if you were to
spend a certain amount of money each
second a year—in other words, if you
spend $1 trillion, if you were to try to
get that spent on a second-by-second
basis for a year, you would spend
$33,000 a second. Every second.

Mr. POE of Texas. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CONAWAY. Yes.

Mr. POE of Texas. How much a sec-
ond?

Mr.
ond.

So we’re approaching 3 or 400,000 just
in the time we’ve had the exchange in
this conversation about what it is.

So $1 trillion. You’d spend $33,000 a
second in order to get it all spent.
About 31 million seconds in a year. And
so that’s just to try to give you some
sort of visual or mental aspect of how
much $1 trillion is.

Mr. POE of Texas. I haven’t divided
that into $9.7 trillion, but you’re the
CPA. You should be able to figure that
out in your head.

Mr. CONAWAY. Yeah. Just multiply
it by 10 because you’'ve got $10 trillion
there, so just multiply the ten. So it’s
300,000 a second.

Mr. POE of Texas. Interesting.

I will yield back my time to Mr.
GOHMERT.

Thank you.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you. And I ap-
preciate those insights.

Here’s another chart that this leads
into very well that kind of tracks the
deficit that’s been growing. Of course
we know the Constitution requires that
there is not a dollar spent in the whole
Federal Government that is not appro-
priated—made available—by the Con-
gress. If it’s not made available by the
Congress, it doesn’t happen. And be-
cause there had been too much spend-
ing earlier before November of 2006, the
voters said, ‘‘Enough.” And they lis-
tened to the arguments of what is now
the majority party, the Democratic
Party, and said, ‘“You know, they’re
right. They’re spending too much.”

So, as of January 2007, the Demo-
cratic majority, led by Speaker PELOSI
from San Francisco, took over the gov-
ernment and took over the deficit. Be-
cause I know all three of us here on the
floor that are engaged in this discus-
sion were against deficit spending in
2005 and 2006 by our own party when we
were in charge. I know that we all were
hoping the deficit spending would stop.
The economy was doing okay, you
know, in 2007. It wasn’t great, but it
was doing all right.

But then as of January 2007, that’s
where we were on this chart.

Now the green is the Federal deficit,
the orange here is discretionary spend-
ing that’s within our control, and then
the mandatory spending are the pro-
grams like Social Security and Medi-
care, that kind of thing.

And so you look at what happened
from January of 2007, right here, this

CONAWAY. It’s $33,000 per sec-
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big jump up is when the stimulus was
passed in January of 2008. And that was
passed with Speaker PELOSI’s leader-
ship. It got passed. And you may recall
the microphone picked me up asking
the President as he went by—because I
knew $40 billion of that was going in
rebates to people that didn’t pay any-
thing in income tax—so I asked the
President, ‘“How do you give a rebate
to people who didn’t put any ‘bate’ in?”
And I still think that’s a legitimate
question because now we’re doing it
again. We’'re giving a rebate to people
who didn’t put any ‘‘bate’” in, they
didn’t pay in the first place. So how is
it a rebate?

Then we have this next big hump.
That came with the pre-TARP loans.
And then the big hump was TARP and
the auto bailouts spiking. And then
low and behold, here is the stimulus II,
the $787 billion and then the $410 bil-
lion omnibus that this Congress has
done, that this Congress is responsible
for. And you see this extraordinary
spike in the deficit.

Now, just because there was some
overspending by Republicans doesn’t
mean you put that times or squared or
cubed. This is insane. It has to stop.

I also want to point out a bill that
was passed this week from the House
regarding cramdown. I mean, it gets so
discouraging in here when every bill we
pass is hurting the economy. You
know, it makes you wonder, is some-
body back there thinking, Well, even-
tually, if we hurt it enough, the gov-
ernment will take over and then all of
our problems are over. Because I know
that everybody that serves in this
body, they want the best for the coun-
try; it’s just that some do not have
enough faith in the American people
that they’ll know how to spend their
money.

You know, we saw the great quote
from Senator KERRY, ‘‘But if you gave
the American people their own money
back, gave them that kind of tax
money back, well, they might not
spend it the right way.”” Well, that’s in-
sane: Let the American people get us
out of this problem; the government
certainly hasn’t done it.

But going back to this mortgage
cramdown bill. Here you have commu-
nity banks that have been doing a good
job of lending despite the onerous bur-
dens that’s been put on them by this
Congress, going back to the ’90s, again,
before we were here, but this Congress
required lenders to lend to people who
might not be able to pay back. Even
with that, they were doing okay.

This provision, for the first time in
our history, the history of the country,
will allow a bankruptcy judge to mate-
rially drop the principal on a mort-
gage. The banks have to rely on the
value of the mortgages on their bal-
ance sheets. If they can’t, then they
appear to be insolvent. That gets them
in trouble. These are solvent banks.
You pass a law like this, and not only
that, this bill allows bankruptcy courts
to grant a no-interest 30-year mortgage
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as an alternative to dropping the prin-
cipal materially.

Mr. CONAWAY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GOHMERT. I certainly will.

Mr. CONAWAY. The perverse impact
of the cramdown provision is that we
will have fewer mortgages. If you're a
banker and you are lending money for
a 30-year payout, then you have got to
be very secure in your collateral be-
cause circumstances come and go with
respect to the borrower’s ability to
repay—their health, all of those kinds
of things—but if you’ve got a 30-year
loan, which you’re on the hook to leave
out there as long as the customer
makes those payments, then the collat-
eral is a huge piece of why you decide
to make that loan.

O 1330

If bankruptcy judges are now allowed
to come in and adjust that value of the
collateral to the banker, then the
banker is going to react in a couple of
ways; one, that the banker on the front
end is going to say, okay, now if the
bankruptcy judge has this authority to
reduce the value of my collateral, then
I'm going to be willing to loan less
money, which means that instead of
coming up with the traditional 20 per-
cent down—before we got into the
subprime nonsense that went on, but
the typical 20 percent down—banks are
going to insist on much higher down
payments because they’ve got to be as-
sured that throughout the life of that
loan, the collateral never gets upside
down, that if the borrower quits pay-
ing, that they can get that house back
and pay off the rest of the loan by sell-
ing that house.

They will also respond by raising in-
terest rates, because interest rates re-
flect risk for the borrower and the
lender; the higher the interest rates,
the more likelihood that that loan
could default at some point in time.

So this cramdown provision will put
a chilling effect on future home mort-
gages, which may be the intent. One of
our colleagues said on a talk show with
a fellow that, you know, maybe this in-
dividual homeownership is overrated.
Maybe we don’t want Americans own-
ing their own homes because they can’t
handle the responsibility for paying it
off. And so let’s put in some public pol-
icy things that will help discourage
homeownership, which doesn’t make a
lot of sense to me, but then I was just
listening and was trying to understand
what this person was saying. But these
cramdown provisions will have a
chilling effect on future home mort-
gages if they are left in place, as was
contemplated in this bill.

Mr. POE of Texas. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GOHMERT. Certainly.

Mr. POE of Texas. A little follow-up
on the home mortgage industry, it was
either in the Washington Times or the
Washington Post this morning that the
problem with mortgages centered on 36
counties in the whole United States, it
spread to a few more.
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But most Americans pay their mort-
gages, and most of them pay mortgages
on time. We’re talking about 95 percent
of Americans who are buying their own
home pay their mortgages and pay
them on time. So we’re dealing with 5
percent who have not. And that 5 per-
cent found themselves in a situation
where banks would loan them money
with very little money down, telling
them that if you buy this $200,000
house, no money down, you pay your
monthly payments, in 5 years this
$200,000 house is going to be worth
$300,000, and then you can pay off the
rest of the loan to us, the bank. So
with little down, people who in that
situation probably shouldn’t have been
buying a house to begin with because
they didn’t have the income, they
make payments, the housing market
drops—it doesn’t just drop below
$200,000, it goes much lower than that—
and people walk away from the homes
and the banks are left holding this
house. Now, that was a contract be-
tween the lender and the borrower.

Contracts are important in this coun-
try. That’s like us in Texas, you
know—out in west Texas, especially,
where you’re from—big land deals are
made on a hand shake, your word is
important. But now we’re going to let
the government lawyers and judges—
and I used to be a judge, just like Mr.
GOHMERT—they’'re going to decide to
break the word and the contract, and
they’re going to decide how to do it.
They’re going to restructure the loan,
they’re going to tell the bank, you
can’t get all that money back, we’re
going to cut it down, the principal. And
that destroys confidence in our legal
system, when you have the ability to
have a judge go in, break the contract,
and design it the way the judge wants
it designed, to the benefit of the bor-
rower or the lender? I don’t know. It’s
going to be based upon whatever that
judge thinks at the time. So this is a
bad precedent to set, I think, in this
country when we are diminishing the
value of a contract.

Certainly we should encourage banks
to work with the borrowers and all of
that, but most Americans that I have
talked to, they’ve got a problem with
paying off somebody else’s mortgage
who got themselves in a situation when
they may not have come into that situ-
ation with clean hands, and the same
with the lender.

I just wanted to make that comment.
I yield back to Mr. GOHMERT.

Mr. GOHMERT. And I appreciate
that. Great points all being made. Our
time is running out.

But on this cramdown provision, we
offered, basically, in a motion to re-
commit—which is similar to an amend-
ment—a provision that would say if
you lied in your representations to the
bank about how much you made in
order to get the loan, then you could
not get a 30-year interest free loan, and
you couldn’t get this provision of the
bankruptcy judge to lower the prin-
cipal as he so felt. That was voted
down.
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Here, again, it goes back to the prop-
osition that if you penalize good con-
duct, you’re going to get less good con-
duct; if you reward bad conduct, you’re
going to get more of the bad conduct.
And that’s what we’ve done. And here,
we’re also talking this week about cap
and trade. India and China are putting
more pollution into the atmosphere,
and we’re going to hurt our own econ-
omy at a time when we have cleaned up
more of our air and water than ever in
our history. This is just wrong. This is
not the time to be hurting and dev-
astating the economy.

In our Natural Resources Committee,
we Kkeep having people pushing—and
it’s going to come to the floor—to fur-
ther put a moratorium again on the
Outer Continental Shelf. That’s a mil-
lion jobs, people have said, a million
jobs, won’t cost the taxpayer a dime,
and in fact it will add dramatically to
the coffers of the U.S. Treasury.

Open up ANWR. Nothing’s living
there. We can produce oil, another mil-
lion jobs. Not up there, all over the
country, and we’re turning our back on
that. The gas fields there that are not
open, another million jobs. These are
projections that real economists have
made. And we’re talk turning our back
on them saying, no, we would rather
tax even more the producers in this
country, the people that are making
things happen so they can’t hire new
people because they’re paying tax to
the government.

And then we get word that the Presi-
dent intends to put a cap on charitable
deductions. So the institutions that
are doing the most good—cutting re-
cidivism, helping the poor around the
world where they actually go in and
they feed people, they don’t give the
money like our government does to a
corrupt government overseas, they ac-
tually go in and do some good—we’re
going to cut that because we want that
money coming to us in taxes rather
than allowing charitable contributions
to those who are doing the most good.

This is insane. It has got to stop. But
the hope I have, as I see polling around
the country, the American instincts,
the majority of Americans’ instincts
are still good. They get it. They’re not
happy about this. The instincts are
still good. And a majority of the Con-
gress, the instincts are still good, it’s
just the leadership has led people in
the wrong direction.

We need to turn this around. We can
turn this around—not with more gov-
ernment, but just as we started out
talking here today, if we were to go in
as a parent and say, I can’t control my
spending, Mr. Banker; make me a loan
and my kids and my grand kids and
great grand kids will some day pay it
back, then Child Protective Services
would come in and take my children
away if I were to do that. That’s what
we’re doing. And it’s time we turned
the parenting over to somebody that’s
not going to hurt the children and the
grandchildren and great grandchildren.
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
SERVE AS CO-CHAIR OF THE
TOM LANTOS HUMAN RIGHTS
COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 4(c) of House Resolution
5, 111th Congress, the Chair announces
the Speaker’s appointment of the fol-
lowing Member to serve as co-Chair of
the Tom Lantos Human Rights Com-
mission:

Mr. MCGOVERN, Massachusetts

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
REPUBLICAN LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOHN A.
BOEHNER, Republican Leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2009.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, U.S. Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: Pursuant to section
4(c) of House Resolution 5, 111th Congress, I
am pleased to re-appoint The Honorable
Frank R. Wolf of Virginia as co-chair of the
Tom Lantos Human Rights Commission.

Mr. Wolf has expressed interest in serving
in this capacity and I am pleased to rec-
ommend the appointment.

Sincerely,
JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Republican Leader.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ABERCROMBIE (at the request of
Mr. HOYER) for today.

Mr. DEFAZIO (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today on account of official
business.

Mr. RANGEL (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today on account of official
business.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida
(at the request of Mr. BOEHNER) for
today on account of a medical reason.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BURTON of Indiana) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. KIRK, for 6 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his re-
quest) to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous material:)
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